C Appendix: Task effort
We briefly discuss task effort, emphasizing that this experiment was not designed to investigate moral hazard effects in social insurance. Recall that each subject's probability of becoming unemployed in any particular round is independent of task performance and that they are explicitly informed of this fact in the instructions phase. Our main interest here is in documenting learning or fatigue effects and gauging whether the risk and dependency treatments had any effect on effort.
To examine subject learning and/or fatigue effects over the course of the experiment we calculate standardized (within subject) effort levels. These quantities allow us to ignore differences in observed effort levels to focus on whether subjects in different treatment conditions behaved differently in terms of learning about the task or fatigue. These results are displayed in figure 4. In this figure the gray background lines are individual subjects; the heavy lines are averages over subjects for each round. All results in this table exclude outliers, i.e., subjects who either gave up and refused to work in a round or subjects who managed to "game the system" on the slider task and get all 48 sliders.
1 Overall there were 48 subject-rounds (out of more than 3,300 subject-rounds where subjects were eligible to work at the task) classified as outliers.
Overall we see clear evidence of learning, with subjects in all treatments improving over the first 7-10 rounds as they become accustomed to the sliders task. Thereafter performance is fairly steady with no evidence of fatigue in any of the treatments. The large drop in the paired-single earner condition at round 10 is due to the fact that subjects in that treatment switched roles after round 10, with a previously "passive" subject becoming active and vice Turning to actual effort levels we calculate each round's average effort by treatment condition, along with 80% confidence intervals. Figure 5 displays these results.
Looking at the combined effort plot, we see some evidence that subjects in the high-risk condition appeared to work harder than those in the low risk condition, at least in the early rounds. This difference disappeared by the second half of the experiment. When we look by dependency status it becomes immediately clear that the paired, dual-earner treatment is driving this finding in the combined data: the high risk group works notably harder in this dependency treatment only, but the high-risk/low-risk gap vanishes by round 12. In terms of overall effort levels there is not a strong and consistent difference across dependency treatments. Notably, subjects in the paired, single earner treatment do not appear to work any harder than others even though these subjects have a dependent unable to earn.
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In sum, while subjects do appear to learn to do the task better, we find weak evidence linking risk and dependency to effort levels. This is consistent with the experimental set up where the odds of unemployment are orthogonal to effort.
D Mapping GSS employment categorization to experimental conditions
Respondents to the GSS were asked about their own employment status and that of their spouse (if applicable). By combining these two items, we can map respondents from the GSS into mutually exclusive categories that correspond to our experimental conditions. The response options to the employment items allowed for eight responses: Working full time, Figure 4: Evidence of learning in the experiment: Standardized (within subject) effort levels in the slider task over the course of the experiment by dependency status and risk level (low risk = 5%; high risk = 25%). Light grey lines are individual subjects; heavy lines are means across subjects.
working part time, temporarily not working, unemployed/laid off, retired, student, keeping house, and an other not working category. Survey wave dummies and threshold parameters for the ordered logit regression were estimated for all models but are not reported in the table. Survey wave dummies and threshold parameters for the ordered logit regression were estimated for all models but are not reported in the table.
F Regression results including skill specificity
The models below show that our results are robust to different methods of calculating skill specificity. The first column replicates Model 10 from the main article for comparison. The second and third columns use minimum and average household skill specificity (e.g. in households where there are two individuals with occupational codes, we take either the smaller of the two scores or average them together). Survey wave dummies and threshold parameters for the ordered logit regression were estimated for all models but are not reported in the table.
